context of historical archaeology, the critical importance of anthropological thought is often even further devalued as practitioners increasingly draw more inspiration from history, literary criticism and social theory.
Yet, in his new volume, Crossroads and Cosmologies: Diasporas and Ethnogenesis in
the New World, Christopher Fennell places archaeology squarely in the realm of anthropology.
Fennell not only emphasizes the need for archaeology to be anthropology but he also demonstrates the important contribution that archaeology makes to anthropology. In fact, the volume appears written for an audience of archaeologists as well as anthropologists in that it coherently explains the connections between archaeology and anthropology in such a way as to pierce the bias and jargon that creates artificial distance between archaeologists and other anthropologists.
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In reemphasizing the place of archaeology within anthropology, Fennell makes a strong argument for an analysis that cross cuts artificial disciplinary boundaries to more holistically study diasporas through the lens of ethnogenesis, or, as Fennell labels this process, "ethnogenic bricolage."
Fennell should be applauded for his repositioning of archaeology and anthropology as well as his development of the idea of "ethnogenic bricolage," which moves scholars of the African Diaspora away from more dated concepts of "creolization" and towards a concept that recognizes the key interplay between structure and agency. The author develops his theoretical concept through inspiration from the theory of practice of Pierre Bourdieu and the structuration theory of Anthony Giddens. These two social theorists offer perhaps the most powerful source of intellectual thought for the framing of the process of cultural change.
In examples drawn from Cuba, Haiti, and Brazil, Fennell is able to apply his theoretical America seems little more than a study in cultural "retentions." It is interesting that North America is the only context in which archaeology is significantly discussed as the analysis of other New World contexts primarily relied on ethnography and historical accounts. One wonders whether it is this reliance on archaeology that has led to a much more static portrayal of cultural processes. Perhaps this is one of the limits of archaeology in this case.
I must note that Fennell did attempt a more dynamic analysis in his discussion of the "fist charms" that have been recovered at sites in Maryland, Virginia, and Tennessee. He attempted to tie these artifacts first to Christian tradition and then show how they were "redefined" into BaKongo cosmology. However, Fennell oversteps in initially identifying these objects with European jewelry traditions. In almost every instance, except one unusual variant discovered at The Hermitage in Tennessee, these objects were originally used as hook-and-eye closures and were unlikely related to the jewelry traditions of Europe that Fennell discusses.
Furthermore, while these objects may be seen to exhibit a vague similarity to a BaKongo cosmogram, Fennell does not look at the context of these objects.
The issue of context is where Fennell's North American examples particularly fail.
Although he emphasizes the importance of context and best explanation for interpretation, he never discusses the contexts of these objects, which are not found in ritual spaces or in association with other ritual objects. In contrast, what makes his discussion of incised ceramics in South Carolina so powerful is the fact that they are found in the context of rivers or springs, which provides a strong line of evidence for their ritual use.
Overall, Crossroads and Cosmologies is an important contribution to diaspora studies.
The volume provides innovative theory and analysis that will help to change for the better the lens through which we view the dynamics of cultural creation. While Fennell applies his theory and analysis convincingly in the Caribbean and South America, his analysis falls flat for North America. There is no question that Fennell has laid out an important new path for analysis. It is now essential that scholars of diasporas follow through on the great promise of this new perspective. * * * * *
Reply comment by Chris Fennell
I greatly appreciate Kevin Bartoy's strong regard for the theoretical perspective I set forth in Crossroads and Cosmologies and for the potential applications of practice theory and concepts of ethnogenesis within African diaspora archaeology. I find particularly interesting his disagreement with my evaluation of the case studies addressed in North America, and his view that those developments were "ethnogenic" rather than instrumental. This difference in perspectives parallels a broader theoretical debate emerging within our discipline. I specifically define a process of ethnogenesis, which I refer to as "ethnogenic bricolage," as involving social group identities. By this definition, individual expressions of particular cultural beliefs for private, personal purposes, does not equate with the process of ethnogenesis as I have defined it. Practice theory provides anthropologists with a persuasive way to understand the interaction of individual agency and innovation, on one hand, with social group dynamics and group
